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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on March 
5, 2008 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 30-57 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 30, 31 , 44, 46-48, and 53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hutter et al. (7,020,889) [Hutter] in view of Yen et al. (5,991 ,799, of 
record) [Yen] and Bournas et al. (6,061 ,679, of record) [Bournas]. 

Regarding claims 30, 48, and 53, Hutter discloses a method of providing 
content relevant to television programming (col. 1 line 65 - col. 2 line 19), the 
method comprising: 
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determining television programming being viewed by a viewer at a 
particular time (when a user requests supplemental information, the information 
retrieved is dependent upon the program being viewed, col. 2, lines 10-19); 

determining, regardless of preferences of the viewer and based solely on 
the television programming, a first category of context information (col. 2, lines 
20-26); 

determining whether first context information associated with the television 
program and categorized in the first category of context information is available 
for access (col. 2, lines 20-26); 

conditioned on the first context information being available for access, 
selecting the first context information, and 

delivering the first context information to the viewer (col. 2, lines 20-26 and 
lines 49-58). 

Hutter fails to disclose determining a second category of context 
information; and conditioned on the first context information not being available 
for access, determining whether second context information associated with the 
television program and categorized in the second category of context information 
is available for access, and conditioned on the second context information being 
available for access, selecting the second context information, and delivering the 
second context information to the subscriber. 

In an analogous art, Yen teaches a method of providing content relevant 
to television programming wherein the relevant content is selected from multiple 
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categories of information (col. 8 line 57 - col. 9 line 12) based on annotation 
information (namely, the information is retrieved based solely on its relationship 
to the particular program being watched, col. 7, lines 10-40 and col. 8, lines 6- 
19), providing the benefit of a diverse source of programming related information 
that is available to a user (col. 11, lines 3-15). 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the method modify the method disclosed by Hutter to include 
determining a second category of context information, determining whether 
second context information associated with the television program and 
categorized in the second category of context information is available for access, 
and condition on the second context information being available for access, 
selected the second context information, and deliver the second context 
information to the subscriber, as taught by Yen, for the benefit of providing a 
diverse source of programming related information to the user, allowing for a 
greater chance of retrieving information that is of interest to the user. 

Hutter and Yen fail to disclose determining whether the second context 
information is available for access is conditioned on whether the first context 
information is not available. 

In an analogous art, Bournas teaches a method for searching for desired 
data (col. 4, lines 45-60) based upon a predetermined hierarchy (namely, a first 
category is searched, and if the desired data is not found, moving up to a next 
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level higher category, col. 7, lines 15- 36), for the benefit of a more efficient 
search method (col. 2, lines 52-59). 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the method disclosed by Hutter and Yen to include determining 
whether the second context information is available for access is conditioned on 
whether the first context information is not available, as taught by Bournas, for 
the benefit of more efficiently searching for contextual information. 

Regarding claim 31, Hutter, Yen and Bournas disclose the method of 
claim 30, wherein determining television programming being viewed comprises 
determining the television programming tuned to by a set top box (Yen, fig. 1, 
wherein the set top box is elements 110 and 120, col. 4, lines 14-22). 

Regarding claim 44, Hutter, Yen, and Bournas disclose the method of 
claim 30, wherein conditioned on the first and second context information not 
bein available for access, accessing a third category of context information in the 
prescribed manner (Yen teaches accessing multiple sources of categories of 
context information, col. 8 line 20-56, and the search method taught by Bournas 
would systematically check each in turn until satisfactory information is found). 

Regarding claim 46, Hutter, Yen, and Bournas disclose the method of 
claim 44, but fail to disclose conditioned on the first, second, and third context 
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information not being available for access, selecting a default context information 
and delivering the default context information to the viewer. 

However, such a resort of a default element is an obvious modification to 
make by one of ordinary skill in the art. Hutter teaches displaying a related 
category of information based solely upon the programming being watched (col. 
2, lines 10-19), wherein the categories available are broadened by the teachings 
found in Yen, who teaches making multiple sources of supplement content 
available to a system. However, in any system there is always the possibility that 
there is simply no available information for a particular program. In order to avoid 
a system dysfunction which would otherwise result, a person of ordinary skill in 
the art would necessarily have a default category programmed into the system to 
maintain smooth operation should such a situation arise. The nature of such a 
default is at the discretion of the programmer, such as a display of the channel to 
which the user is tuned, or a simple window which informs the user that no 
supplemental information is available at that time. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method 
disclosed by Hutter, Yen, and Bournas to include conditioned on the first, 
second, and third context information not being available for access, selecting a 
default context information and delivering the default context information to the 
viewer. 
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Regarding claim 47, Hutter, Yen, and Bournas disclose the method of 
claim 30, wherein at least one of the first context information and the second 
context information comprises links to related category content and web pages 
(Yen, col. 11, lines 4-15). 

5. Claims 32-39, 43, 49-51 , and 54-56 are rejected under 35 U .S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hutter, Yen, and Bournas as applied to claims 30, 48, and 53 above, 
and further in view of Matthews, III. (5,654,748, of record) [Matthews]. 

Regarding claim 32, Hutter, Yen and Bournas disclose the method of 
claim 30, but fail to disclose determining television programming being viewed 
comprises determining the television programming based upon an EPG identifier. 

In an analogous art, Matthews teaches determining television 
programming being viewed based upon an EPG identifier (col. 5 line 65 - col. 6 
line 13), for the benefit identifying programming in a simple manner. 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the method of Hutter, Yen and Bournas to include determining 
television programming being viewed based upon an EPG identifier, as taught by 
Matthews, for the benefit of identifying programming in a simple manner, as other 
means would require special codes or information to be associated with 
programming ahead of time, which would be cumbersome and expensive for 
analog broadcasts. 
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Regarding claims 33-39, 49-51, and 54-56, Hutter, Yen and Bournas 
disclose the method of claims 30, 48, and 53, but fail to disclose the determining 
of a first category of context information comprises determining a category 
specific to the episode of a television show (which is inherently inclusive of 
information which relates to the name of the television show itself). 

In an analogous art, Matthews teaches determining context information 
associated with the television programming based upon an episode of a 
television show (col. 7, lines 22-31), providing very specific additional information 
for viewers regarding viewed programming. 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the method disclosed by Hutter, Yen and Bournas to include 
determining a category of information based upon an episode of a television 
show, as taught by Matthews, for the benefit of providing very specific additional 
information to viewers regarding individual episodes within a television series. If 
the episode being watched by the user happens to be the final episode, then the 
category of information will be specific to the final episode of the television show. 

Regarding claims 43, 52, and 57, Hutter, Yen, Bournas and Matthews 
disclose the method of claims 33, 49, and 54, the determining of a first category 
of context information comprises determining a category specific to the episode; 
determining whether first context information is available for access comprises 
determining whether context information specific to the episode is available for 
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access (as described above), and the determining of a second category of 
context information comprises determining a category specific to the television 
show; and determining whether second context information is available for 
access comprises determining whether context information specific to the 
television show is available for access (Hutter teaches the context information is 
specific to the television show being displayed, and since Bournas teaches a 
searching method of moving from more specific to less specific categories, if 
information regarding a particular episode, as taught by Matthews, is not 
available, the searching algorithm will broaden the search to determine if less a 
specific category, information relating to the television show in general, is 
available). 

6. Claims 40-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hutter, Yen, Bournas, and Matthews as applied to claim 33 above, and further in view of 
Feinleib (6,637,032, of record). 

Regarding claims 40-42, Hutter, Yen, Bournas, and Matthews disclose the 
method of claim 33, but fail to disclose the determining of a first category of 
context information comprises determining a category specific to the broadcaster 
[network station]. 

In an analogous art, Feinleib teaches coordinating a television broadcast 
with supplemental content based upon the broadcaster of the television 
broadcast (the MSNBC cable broadcast is supplemented with posting on the 



Application/Control Number: 09/828,469 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2623 

MSNBC web site, col. 1 , lines 43-51 ), providing the benefit of broadcaster t 
specific supplemental content. 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the method disclosed by Hutter, Yen, Bournas, and Matthews to 
include coordinating a television broadcast with supplemental content based 
upon the broadcaster of the television broadcast, as taught by Feinleib, for the 
benefit of providing broadcaster specific supplemental content, granting 
broadcasters a measure of control over what supplemental content is associated 
with their own broadcast programming. 



7. Claim 45 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hutter, 
Yen, and Bournas as applied to claim 44 above, and further in view of Matthews and 
Feinleib. 

Regarding claim 45, Hutter, Yen, and Bournas disclose the method of 
claim 44, but fail to disclose the first category of information is specific to the 
episode, the second category is specific to the television show, and the third 
category is specific to the broadcaster. 

However, as described above regarding claims 40 and 43, Hutter, Yen, 
and Bournas, when modified in view of Matthews and Feinlieb teach, the first 
category of information is specific to the episode, the second category is specific 
to the television show, and the third category is specific to the broadcaster, for 
the benefits described above. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DOMINIC D. SALTARELLI whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7302. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 9:00am - 
6:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Miller can be reached on (571) 272-7353. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/John W. Miller/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2623 

/Dominic D Saltarelli/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2623 



